This current study examines the publication outlets considered by occupational health psychologists, as perceived by OHP scholars themselves. It looks at overall contribution to the discipline in order to identify the core OHP journals, and attempts to describe them in terms of theoretical rigor, methodological rigor, and relevance to practice. It also seeks to categorize the titles into core OHP research journals, allied-discipline journals that publish OHP research, and practitioner journals.
Methods
A survey was developed to assess a range of OHP-relevant journals from the perspective of self-described OHP researchers and practitioners. We included as many English-language titles as are available in the area, and selected from a range of existing journal listings in order to develop a repository of titles used by OHP scholars. We also conducted a manual scan of titles referenced in the Journal of Occupational Health Psychology and Work & Stress. At the same time, it was necessary to keep the survey as short as possible. A total of 62 titles were included in the final survey (see Appendix 1, http://sohponline.org/V72009Appendix1.pdf).
Part 1 of the survey asked respondents to rate the titles on a scale from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest) as outlets for OHP publications in terms of (i) the journal's overall contribution to OHP, (ii) theoretical rigor, (iii) methodological rigor, and (iv) relevance to practice. Part 2 asked respondents to place the journals into three categories: OHP-research journal, allieddiscipline journal that publishes OHP research, and practitioner journal. Respondents were asked to rate only the journals with which they were familiar.
The survey was distributed online. An invitation to participate and frequent reminders were sent via the EA-OHP, SOHP, and Academy of Management Organizational Behavior Division mailing lists as well as through the SOHP and EA-OHP newsletters. The survey remained active for 6 months. In total, 102 responses were returned, of which 65 (63%) were useable (the remainder were deleted due to non-completion). Respondents' tenure in their current organizations ranged from 1 to 31 years, with a mean of 7.05 (SD = 6.63). Their involvement in OHP research, education, or practice ranged from 1 to 39 years, with a mean of 9.02 (SD = 9.02).
Results
Because respondents could only rate journals with which they were familiar, there was a considerable percentage of missing data (between 21.54% and 98.45%). Respondents' geographical distribution was balanced; 45.1% listed European affiliations, while 41.2% listed a U.S. affiliation, with a small number (5.9%) listing other locations such as Canada, Mexico, Australia, and Africa (the remaining respondents listed no identifying information).
(Continued on page 14) When examining overall contribution to OHP, it was important to take into account not only respondents' ratings of a particular title, but also the number of respondents who had rated that title (a measure of familiarity or the journal's reach). To achieve this, we devised a weighting scheme based on the standardized mean rating (M) and standardized number of respondents who scored a particular title (N), M + M x N (called the combined measure or CM). We also applied a cut-off of a minimum of 10 respondents rating each title, which resulted in 36 journals included in the analyses (shown with an asterisk in Appendix 1; see the previous page for the web site URL). To assess the strength of the relationship between familiarity and ratings, we correlated M with N and found r = .34 (p < .05), which supports the case for weighting the scores by the number of people who rated a particular journal. (Readers can also view raw scores in Appendix 2, available at http://sohponline.org/V72009Appendix2.pdf.) Table 1 presents the 20 journals with the highest scores for overall contribution to OHP based on this combined measure, along with number of respondents, means, SD, sums of all ratings, and SE.
We then examined these 20 titles in terms of theoretical rigor, methodological rigor, and relevance to practice as rated by the respondents, and ranked them on the basis of their mean ratings (see Table 1 ). Appendix 2 (which can be viewed at http://sohp-online.org/V72009Appendix2.pdf) shows the raw data for theoretical and methodological rigor, and relevance to practice (number of respondents who rated each title, mean ratings, SD, sums of all scores, and SE). These rankings do not represent the highest mean ratings on these measures out of all the titles considered, but only the rankings for the 20 titles highest in overall contribution to OHP.
We also asked respondents to place the journals with which they were familiar into three groups. Table 2 reports the percentages of respondents who categorized the journals into OHP research journals, allied discipline journals that publish OHP research, and practitioner journals. Perhaps due to the length of the survey, the percentage of missing data for this part of the survey was high and thus we decided to use overall contribution to OHP (as in Part 1), rather than the OHP research journal category (as in Part 2), as an indicator of the 'core' OHP journals. Finally, we asked respondents to list any additional journals that did not appear in the survey. Twenty-seven titles were suggested (available from the authors). Table 1 . The 20 most highly rated titles on overall contribution to OHP, based on the CM score, and their rankings on theoretical and methodological rigor and relevance to practice (based on the M).
Overall contribution (OC) to OHP Rankings Note. N = number of respondents who scored that particular journal; M = mean ratings on a 1-5 scale, with standard deviations (SD); Sum = sum of scores of all ratings; SE = standard error; CM = combined measure; TR = theoretical rigor; MR = methodological rigor; RP = relevance to practice. Rankings on OC were based on the CM; rankings on TR, MR, and RP were based on M. Stress & Health was scored by 9 respondents on TR, MR, and RP, but was included here because it was scored by >10 respondents on OC.
(Continued from page 14)
Discussion
The survey results indicate that the three most highly rated journals in terms of their overall contribution to OHP were In terms of theoretical and methodological rigor for those 'core' OHP journals, the Journal of Applied Psychology and the Academy of Management Journal were placed first, followed by a cluster of titles more specific to OHP and work psychology (e.g. When trying to identify the best outlets for our work, it is important to balance journal quality with the journal's degree of focus on OHP. As one of the respondents succinctly commented, " [t] he critical challenge in this kind of survey is separating the 'core' OHP journals from the 'good' journals." The titles that were regarded as having much to contribute to OHP are not always the ones that are most highly ranked in terms of theoretical or methodological rigor, or relevance to practice. As anticipated, the main outlets for OHP research were confirmed as the Journal of Occupational Health Psychology and Work & Stress; both were ranked highly in terms of reputation and quality.
More broadly, OHP publication outlets seem to consist of a group of titles that are more generic but do not specialize in OHP, as well as journals that are specific to OHP. The former consists of journals related to work psychology (e.g., the Journal of Occupational & Organizational Psychology, the Journal of Organizational Behavior), some reputable journals in psychology and the social sciences (i.e., the Journal of Applied Psychology, the Academy of Management Journal), and some specific to medicine, occupational health, and safety (e.g., Occupational & Environmental Medicine, the Journal of Safety Research).
This stands as an acknowledgement that OHP lies in the interface of a number of broader disciplines such as applied psychology, health psychology, occupational psychology, occupational health, public health, and management.
The survey did not seek to assess journal quality -objective ways to achieve that already exist and are commonly used. Rather, it sought to identify the journals used by OHP scholars and relied on their views and familiarity with these titles (also reflected in the similarity of the ratings). The results of this opinion survey can be used to inform scholars' publishing strategies, but would not be appropriate for assessing the quality of the journals surveyed. 
